1432 Blandfield Ct. 
Vienna, Va., 22182 
30 June 1992 


Mr. Harold Weisberg 
7627 Old Receiver Rd. 

Frederick, Md. 21702 

Dear Mr. Weisberg: 

Y°ur excellent letter of 20 June 1992 in the Washington Times in response to the 
snide Times editorial of 21 May prompts me to respond. Although I make no claims to being 
a JFK assassination expert like yourself, as an avid reader I have followed the assassination 
since the Warren Report appeared, and I too was incensed by the editorial and the 
appearance of the doctors which prompted it. I wrote a letter to the Times myself about it 

7nnL WaS publlshed 1 June - Perhaps you saw it. I also had an earlier letter published 
4/10/92 on the editorial defending David Belin. I enclose copies for your information. 

Before this most recent letter was published, I never had contacted or had had any 
contact with other critics of the Warren Report. After the earlier letter on the subject was 
pu is ed, two others contacted me from the local area to express pleasure with my letter I 
wish to do the same with yours. Of course I agree that the appearance of the doctors was yet 
another scam to deceive the public. J 

Unfortunately the whole affair appears to be a lesson in the "big lie" technique 
reminiscent of the techniques of some recently vanquished or defunct totalitarian 
governments. This is at least one reason why I am disturbed by the affair. It is fair to 
characterize me as a right wing conservative WASP Republican hawk. (Please do not be 
confused by my name; my ancestors were German-American Lutherans who fought in the 
Revolution.) I am a true conservative in the sense of believing that big (and powerful) 
government is antithetical to individual liberty. As a conservative, I am appalled at the power 
o the government to initiate and continue this exercise in deceiving the people; I am also 
appalled that other conservatives are seemingly oblivious to the implied threat to liberty or 
worse, as the nauseating column of Emmett Tyrrell published in the Times 5 January 1992 
revealed, display an inclination to go bonkers over any suggestion that the Warren Report 
was anything other than Holy Writ, apparently believing that any criticism of it is a 
diabolical left-wing plot. 

I wrote Tyrrell a personal letter (copy enclosed) after the Times declined to publish 
my letter objecting vigorously to his column, and he later replied, somewhat ungraciously I 
telt, that well, maybe he was wrong on that one but he had to move on, willing, apparently 

to concede this possibility to a fellow conservative, but not willing to take issue with the 
points I had raised. 



In any case, my stance seems to throw me into company with liberals with whose 
other political beliefs I probably am not in sympathy, but that doesn’t matter to me. Politics 
makes strange bedfellows, they say. I don’t know what your political persuasions are but it 
doesn’t matter to me. I only wanted to make contact with you and offer some few thoughts 
of my own. Possibly you could recommend some additional reading along these lines. 

It seems to me to be almost a waste of time to argue over the preposterous single 
bullet theory, the autopsy, and other areas of dispute when there are several issues the facts 
of which are not disputed by anyone which stand out to me and are extremely troubling, to 
the extent that they cannot be dismissed by the lone assassin supporters and by themselves 
almost destroy the credulity of the Warren Report. 

One of these is the persona of the Lee Harvey Oswald who married Marina. (1) The 
character of the supposedly comparatively educationally deprived misfit who allegedly penned 
an ignorant diary in Moscow is totally inconsistent with the urbane Oswald debating Cuban 
policy on New Orleans TV. (2) It is totally inconsistent with the astonishment held by 
George DeMohrenschildt over Oswald’s linguistic abilities in Russian (and apparently in 
other dialects); indeed even Marina herself initially thought Oswald was a Russian or of 
some Slavic or other nationality and was very surprised to learn that he was an American. 

(3) It is also inconsistent, and just as telling to me, if not more so, that his brother and half- 
brother did not really know him upon his return, his brother saying that it might just as well 
have been a stranger, so changed he was, and that, along those lines, he (Marina’s husband) 
made a mistake and referred to his half-brother as his half-brother, breaching an agreement 
that the three siblings had made many years before Oswald’s departure for the Soviet Union 
to always call each other simply brothers. These are all undisputed facts and point strongly to 
a substitution of persons before his return to the US. 

A second of these is the confrontation of LHO by Officer Marrion Baker and Roy Truly on 
the second floor of the TSBD near the cafeteria moments after the assassination, where they 
found him, as you are aware, calmly sipping a soft drink he had just purchased. The 
Commission made a lame attempt to say that he "could" have run away from the sniper’s 
nest, secreted the rifle, run down the stairs, and purchased a soft drink before Truly and the 
officer arrived, but to believe that the "assassin" would calmly stop to purchase a soft drink 
during his attempt to escape from the building is laughable. Again, the facts of the 
confrontation are not disputed, although the exact time may be somewhat debatable. 

A third issue is the Tippitt murder, the circumstances surrounding it, Oswald’s arrest, 
and his subsequent claim to being a patsy. Although the circumstances surrounding the 
Tippitt murder are still somewhat murky, his claim of being a patsy is again undisputed fact. 
Of course the failure to take any notes during his interrogation is also laughable and makes a 
mockery of the police investigation. 



To me, these things all stand out in glaring contradiction to the conclusions of the 
Report. How any one can support the Report in the face of them I cannot conceive. I would 
like to see supporters of the Report subject themselves to questioning on these matters in 
front of the press, but alas, they prefer to issue ex cathedra pronouncements while they 
shrink from questioning in an adversarial proceeding. 

I hope you will continue to keep alert and respond to such nonsense as we have just 
witnessed. I’m sorry to say it’s been some years since I have read three of your books, 
probably ever since they came out: Whitewash I and II, and Oswald in New Orleans. Since 
that time I have used what little spare time I had available to read a number of other books 
which followed. Incidentally, has anyone ever traced how LHO got back to the United States 
after the carefully witnessed bus trip down there? It seems to me that that is still a loose end. 

Congratulations on your being one of the first to recognize this coverup. Eternal 
vigilance is the price of liberty. I would be interested, of course, in hearing from you. 

Sincerely, 


John D. S. Muhlenberg 



